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Art Unit: 2166 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. The amendment filed November 17, 2006 has been entered. Claims 1, 17-18, 20 
have been amended. Claims 1-7, 9-20 are pending in this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-4, 6-7, 9, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Chirashnya et al. (US 6,598,1 79 B1 ), hereinafter "Chirashnya". 

As per claim 1 , Chirashnya teaches a method for processing events from 
electronic architecture, the architecture having a plurality of entities generating the 
events comprising the steps of: 

• "extracting the events from the architecture" at Col. 2 lines 50-57; 

• "separating the events according to the entities" at Col. 5 lines 20-30; 

• "transforming the events to one or more text strings" at Col. 6 lines 25-35; 
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• "analyzing the one or more text strings to produce a human interpretable 
statement summarizing at least one of the events associated with the one or 
more text strings" at Col. 12 lines 5-20. 

As per claim 2, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
the step of filtering the events to process only events from identified entities" at Col. 5 
lines 25-30 

As per claim 3, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein "the step of 
extracting the events comprises extracting chassis logs" at col. 2 lines 6-15, wherein 
"the step of separating the events comprises separating the chassis logs" at Col. 5 lines 
5-20, wherein "the step of transforming events comprises transforming the chassis logs 
to text strings" at Col. 6 lines 25-35, and wherein "the chassis log include chassis codes 
formed of two numbers" at Col. 8 lines 5-30. 

As per claim 4, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
the step of "coupling a getcc extraction tool to the architecture" at Col. 2 lines 6-13. 
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As per claim 6, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim Y, "the architecture 
being a server, and wherein the step of extracting events from the architecture 
comprises extracting events from the server" at Col. 4 lines 45-63. 

As per claim 7, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein "the step of 
transforming comprises converting a binary representation of the events to the text 
strings" at Col. 1 2 lines 5-20. 



As per claim 9, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein "the entities 
comprises one or more of firmware, software, processors, architecture monitors, power 
monitors, cabinet monitors, and I/O drivers" at Col. 1 lines 26-42. 

As per claim 16, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising: 
"the step of saving a log file representative of the events" at Col. 1 lines 25-30. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 5, 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chirashnya as applied to claims 1-9 and 16-20 above, and in view of Leong et al. (US 
6,269,398 B1), hereinafter "Leong". 

As per claim 5, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 4 discussed above. 
Chirashnya does not explicitly teach "the step of coupling comprises utilizing telnet" as 
claimed. However, Telnet is a well-known protocol for remote accessing, which is used 
for requesting diagnostic information from a remote system, as exemplary by Leong at 
Col. 2, lines 28-40. Leong teaches: "the telnet protocol provides a terminal emulation 
capability allowing a network manager to issue command (such as command requesting 
diagnostic information) from other device in the network". Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine Leong and Chirashnya's teachings so that the diagnostic information could be 
retrieved not only form a local machine but also from a remote machine. Utilizing telnet 
to access diagnostic information as suggest by Leong would allow Chirashnya's system 
to diagnose and provide technical support to remote users. 

As per claim 10, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 as discussed above. 
Chirashnya does not explicitly teach the step of "controlling one or more steps of 
extracting, separating, and transforming via one or more command line options". 
However, using command line options from Telnet program is a well-known method for 
requesting diagnostic information from a remote system, as exemplary by Leong at Col. 
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2, lines 28-40. Leong teaches: "the telnet protocol provides a terminal emulation 
capability allowing a network manager to issue command (such as command requesting 
diagnostic information) from other device in the network". Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine Leong and Chirashnya's teachings so that the diagnostic information could be 
retrieved not only form a local machine but also from a remote machine. Utilizing telnet 
to access diagnostic information as suggest by Leong would allow Chirashnya's system 
to diagnose and provide technical support to remote users. 

As per claim 11 , Chirashnya and Leong teach the method of claim 10 discussed 
above. Leong further teaches "controlling one or more steps of extracting, separating, 
and transforming according to one or more configuration files" at Col. 14 lines 10-40. 

As per claim 12, Chirashnya and Leong teach the method of claim 10 discussed 
above. Leong further teaches the step of "controlling comprises inputting the command 
line options via a graphic user interface" at Col. 4 lines 1 5-20. 

As per claim 13, Chirashnya and Leong teach the method of claim 10 discussed 
above. Leong further teaches the step of "controlling comprise updating the command 
line options automatically from the architecture" at Col. 13 line 65 to Col. 14 line 5. 



Application/Control Number: 09/917,377 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2166 

As per claim 14, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 discussed above. 
Chirashnya teaches the step of "specifying one ore more cell of the architecture, and 
extracting the events only from the one or more cells" at Col. 5 lines 25-30, but does not 
teach: "specifying, as command line option" as claimed. However, using command line 
options from Telnet program is a well-known method for requesting diagnostic 
information from a remote system, as exemplary by Leong at Col. 2, lines 28-40. Leong 
teaches: "the telnet protocol provides a terminal emulation capability allowing a network 
manager to issue command (such as command requesting diagnostic information) from 
other device in the network". Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to combine Leong and Chirashnya's 
teachings so that the diagnostic information could be retrieved not only form a local 
machine but also from a remote machine. Utilizing telnet to access diagnostic 
information as suggest by Leong would allow Chirashnya's system to diagnose and 
provide technical support to remote users. 

As per claim 15, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 discussed above. 
Chirashnya teaches the step of "specifying one or more processors of the architecture, 
and extracting the events only from the one or more processors" at Col. 5 lines 25-30; 
but does not teach: "specifying, as command line options" as claimed. However, using 
command line options from Telnet program is a well-known method for requesting 
diagnostic information from a remote system, as exemplary by Leong at Col. 2, lines 28- 
40. Leong teaches: "the telnet protocol provides a terminal emulation capability allowing 
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a network manager to issue command (such as command requesting diagnostic 
information) from other device in the network". Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to combine Leong and 
Chirashnya's teachings so that the diagnostic information could be retrieved not only 
form a local machine but also from a remote machine. Utilizing telnet to access 
diagnostic information as suggest by Leong would allow Chirashnya's system to 
diagnose and provide technical support to remote users. 

6. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chirashnya and in view of Prorock (US 6,754,704 B1), hereinafter "Prorock". 

As per claim 17, Chirashnya teaches the method of claim 1 discussed above. 
Chirashnya does not explicitly teach the step of "transmitting the text strings to a 
plurality of analyzers, wherein each of the plurality of analyzers is associated with one 
or more of the entities" as claimed. 

Prorock teaches a similar method for processing event (See Abstract) including 
the step of "transmitting the text strings to a plurality of analyzers, wherein each of the 
plurality of analyzers is associated with one or more of the entities" at Col. 1 lines 40-62. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine Chirashnya and Prorock's teachings so that "the data 
processing system event may, therefore, be monitored from a remote location without 
the need to log in to the data processing system to manually extract the event data", 
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and "as a result, a remote program module need not expend processing resources 
polling the data processing system to determine if any events have occurred and 
remote personnel need not log in to the data processing system to check for events" as 
suggested by Prorock at Col. 1 lines 40-62. 

As per claim 18, Chirashnya teaches a system for processing events from 
electronic architecture, the architecture having a plurality of entities generating the 
events, the system comprising: 

• "a computer including an extraction tool for extracting the events from the 
architecture, separating the events according to the entities, and transforming the 
events to one or more text strings" at Col. 2 lines 6-60, Col. 5 lines 20-30 and 
Col. 6 lines 25-35; 

• "an interface for coupling the extraction tool to one or more of the architecture 
and a log file storing the events from the architecture" at Col. 4 lines 45-65; 

• "wherein each of the analyzer is configured to analyzed the one or more text 
strings received from the extraction tool to produce a human interpretable 
statement summarizing at least one of the events associated with the one or 
more text strings" at Col. 1 1 line 57 to Col. 12 line 20; 

The different between Chirashnya's sytem and the instant claimed invention is that 
Chirashnya does not explicitly teach "a plurality of analyzers" nor "the extract tool is 
configured to transmit each of the one or more text strings to one of the plurality of 
analyzers". 
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However, Prorock teaches a similar system for processing event (See Abstract) 
including wherein "the extract tool is configured to transmit each of the one or more text 
strings to a plurality of analyzers" at Col. 1 lines 40-62. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine Chirashnya and Prorock's teachings so that "the data processing system event 
may, therefore, be monitored from a remote location without the need to log in to the 
data processing system to manually extract the event data", and "as a result, a remote 
program module need not expend processing resources polling the data processing 
system to determine if any events have occurred and remote personnel need not log in 
to the data processing system to check for events" as suggested by Prorock at Col. 1 
lines 40-62. 

As per claim 19, Chirashnya and Prorock teach the system of claim 18 
discussed above. Chirashnya also teaches; "wherein the entities comprises one or more 
of firmware, software, processor, architecture monitors, cabinet monitors, and I/O 
drivers, and wherein the events comprise chassis logs form one ore more of the 
firmware, software, processor, architecture monitors, cabinet monitors, and I/O drivers" 
at Col. 1 lines 25-46. 

As per claim 20, Chirashnya and Prorock teach a system of claim 18 discussed 
above. Prorock also teaches: "wherein each of the plurality of analyzers is associated 
with one or more of the entities" at Col. 1 lines 40-62 and Fig. 9. 
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Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed November 1 7, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. The examiner respectfully traverses applicant's arguments. 

Applicants argued that Chirashnya does not teach or suggest "analyzing the text 
strings and produce a human interpretable statement summarizing at least one of the 
events associated with one or more text strings." Particularly, applicants argued that 
Chirashnya analyzes result number, message number, and Boolean indicator to provide 
a human interpretable statement but does not analyze "text strings" as claimed. The 
examiner respectfully submits that at least the "result number" is text string. For 
example, Table IV at Col. 12 shows the result numbers is text strings "R1" and "R2". 
Chirashnya therefore teaches the step of analyzing text strings to produce human 
interpretable statement as claimed. 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 17-20 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Khanh B. Pham whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
41 16. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30am to 
4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examinees 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on (571) 272-3978. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Application/Control Number: 09/917,377 
Art Unit: 2166 



Khanh B. Pham 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2166 



January 9, 2007 



